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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the Remarks/Amendment filed on 1 0/1 0/2006. 

Response to Remarks/Amendments 

2. Applicant's Remarks with respect to claims 1-9 and 23-32, after the amendment, 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The 
rejection based on the new art follows. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 2 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Claim 2 recites same or 
similar limitation of a transmitter transmitting overhead bits to a receiver without further 
limiting claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-7, 23-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rogard (US Patent 4,71 8,066) in view of Osthoff et al (US Patent 6,126,310). 

Regarding claims 1, 23 and 27, Rogard discloses a data communications system 
and a method for transmission of signals from a transmitter to a receiver, the transmitter 
comprising: 

the transmitter end applying to a plurality of original data bits that are to be transmitted 
to the receiving end an encoding algorithm that produces overhead bits, (encoding 
means for encoding a message in sets of data blocks (plurality of data bits), each block 
including additional check symbols enabling detection and correction within the block 
including redundant data blocks (col. 3, lines 20-35). Rogard however, does not 
explicitly show, 

wherein the overhead bits are different from the original data bits; 

transmitting end transmitting the original data bits without the overhead bits in a first 

transmission to the receiving end; and - 

transmitting end refraining from transmitting the overhead bits until the transmitting end 
receives an indication of error in reception from the receiving end. Osthoff, in a similar 
field of endeavor discloses a method of communicating data from a transmitting end 
(TM) to a receiving end (RC) apparatus in a mobile communication system wherein, the 
overhead bits are different from the original data bits (use of parity bits) (col. 8, lines 32- 
38; col. 9, lines 34-38); 
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transmitting end transmitting the original data bits without the overhead bits in a first 
transmission to the receiving end (co. 9, lines 38-47); and 

transmitting end refraining from transmitting the overhead bits until the transmitting end 
receives an indication from the receiving end that the original data have not been 
correctly received at the receiving end (it is implied that the transmitter cannot send any 
information to the receiver unless the receiver due to many uncorrectable errors in the 
original packet or signal via the error check means (ECM) directly outputs a request 
ARQ for a retransmission of the packet from the transmitter, meaning that the 
transmitter does not (refrains) from transmitting until it gets a request from the receiver 
to do so) (col. 9, lines 34-47; col. 10, lines 19-29, 43-52). It would have been obvious to 
a person skilled in the art at the time of the invention to have the transmitter transmit 
original data without the overhead bits and transmitting end refraining from transmitting 
the overhead (parity) bits as taught by Osthoff in the system of Rogard because with 
specific reordering of information bits, more important bits can be placed in the data 
packets for a greater protection with minimum retransmission errors conserving 
transmission time. 

Regarding claims 2 and 24, the claim is not further limiting claim 1 , and having 
same or similar limitations as recited in claim 1 , is likewise rejected. 

Regarding claims 3, 29, 31 and 32, Rogard discloses all limitations of the claim. 
Rogard, however, is not explicit regarding receiving end combining a received version of 
the original data bits and a received version of the overhead bits to produce a combined 
set of received bits and the receiving end applying to the combined set of received bits 
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a decoding algorithm that corresponds to said encoding. However, Osthoff discloses 
receiving end combining a received version of the original data bits and a received 
version of the overhead bits, and applying to the combined set of received bits a 
decoding algorithm that corresponds to said encoding process (col. 10, lines 14-18). It 
would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine received original data bits and overhead bits to produce a combined 
set of received bits and apply it to a decoding process as taught by Osthoff in the 
system of Rogard because by combining and decoding together the received bits, 
quality of the transmission can be checked and reproduction of the original data bits can 
advantageously achieved. 

Regarding claim 4, Rogard discloses all limitations of the claim. Rogard, 
however, does not explicitly show a mapping or storing to determine operation has not 
resulted in the original data bits and in response to determination the receiving end 
combining the received version of the original received transmission with the overhead 
bits and applying a decoding process that corresponds to encoding process. Osthoff, 
however, discloses receiving end applying an error detection procedure (ECM) a 
mapping operation, and in response to determination the receiving end combining the 
received version of the original received transmission with the overhead bits and 
applying a decoding process that corresponds to encoding process (col. 9, lines 34-45; 
col. 10, lines 14-18). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to apply mapping to determine operation has not resulted in 
the original data bits and receiving end applying an error detection procedure to the 
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result of storing, and in response to determination the receiving end combining the 
received version of the original received transmission with the overhead bits and 
applying a decoding process that corresponds to encoding process as taught by Osthoff 
in the system of Rogard because by combining and decoding together the received bits, 
quality of the transmission can be checked and reproduction of the original data bits can 
be adequately achieved. 

Regarding claims 5 and 25, Rogard and Osthoff disclose all limitations of the 
claim. The combination however, is not explicit regarding Viterbi encoding and 
decoding algorithms. As best understood by the examiner, the Viterbi encoding and 
decoding is conventionally well known and available to a person skilled in the art of 
signal communication to utilize because it can provide efficient and reliable data 
reception and transmission or encoded signals. 

As per claims 6, 26 and 30, Rogard discloses all limitation of the claim. Rogard 
however, is not explicit about the receiving end applying an error detection procedure to 
a result of decoding to determine whether decoding has resulted in original data bits 
and transmit to the transmitting end a request for retransmission of the original data. 
Osthoff in a similar field of endeavor discloses receiving end applying an error detection 
procedure via ECM to a result of decoding to determine whether decoding has resulted 
in original data bits and transmit to the transmitting end a request for retransmission of 
the original data (it is implied that the transmitter cannot send any information to the 
receiver unless the receiver due to many uncorrectable errors in the original packet or 
signal via the error check means (ECM) directly outputs a request ARQ for a 
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retransmission of the packet from the transmitter, meaning that the transmitter does not . 
(refrains) from transmitting until it gets a request from the receiver to do so) (col. 10, 
lines 14-29). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have the receiving end apply an error detection procedure to a result of 
decoding to determine whether decoding has resulted in original data bits and transmit 
to the transmitting end a request for retransmission of the original data as taught by 
Osthoff in the system of Rogard because process of early detection of errors can 
mitigate transmission and retransmission of message queuing and maximize response 
time. 

As per claim 7, Rogard discloses all limitation of the claim. Rogard however, 
does not explicitly show transmitter end retransmitting the original data bits to the 
receiving end and, in response to a determination by the receiving end that said 
retransmission of the original data bits has not been received correctly, the receiving 
end combining a received version of the retransmitted original data bits with said 
received version of the overhead bits to produce another combined set of received bits, 
and the receiving end applying said decoding algorithm to said another combined set of 
received bits. Osthoff in a similar field of endeavor discloses transmitter end 
retransmitting the original data bits to the receiving end and, in response to a 
determination by the receiving end that said retransmission of the original data bits has 
not been received correctly, the receiving end combining a received version of the 
retransmitted original data bits with said received version of the overhead bits to 
produce another combined set of received bits, and the receiving end applying said 
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decoding algorithm to said another combined set of received bits (col. 3, lines 54-67; 
col. 5, lines 1 1 -50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the receiving end combining a received version of 
the retransmitted original data bits with said received version of the overhead bits to 
produce another combined set of received bits, and the receiving end applying said 
decoding algorithm to said another combined set of received bits as taught by Osthoff in 
the system of Rogard because early detection of errors in the process can mitigate 
transmission and retransmission of message queuing and maximize channel response 
time. 

As per claim 28, Rogard and Osthoff combination discloses every feature of the 
claimed invention except a convolutional encoding algorithm. Official Notice is taken 
that both the concept and the advantages of using convolutional encoding algorithm are 
conventionally well known and expected in the art. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time of invention to include convolution 
encoding or coding algorithm in the combined system of Rogard and Osthoff because 
use of convolutional algorithm for coding of signals provides a robust and reliable signal 
transmission. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1 ), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

7. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Osthoff et al 
(US Patent 6,126,310). 

Regarding claim 8, Osthoff discloses a method and system of communicating 
data from a transmitter to a receiver comprising: 

the receiving end receiving from the transmitter a first transmission including original 
data bits without the overhead bits, wherein the overhead bits are different from the 
original data bits and produced at the transmitting end (TR) by operation of an encoding 
algorithm applied to the original data bits (col. 9, lines 34-45); 
receiving end determining whether the original data bits have been correctly received 
and responsive to a determination that the original data bits have not been received 
correctly, the receiving end transmitting to the transmitting end a request for 
transmission of the overhead bits (col. 8, lines 31-47, 48-60). 



Application/Control Number: 09/777,203 
Art Unit: 2611 



Page 10 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Osthoff et 
al (US Patent 6,126,310). 

Regarding claim 9, Osthoff discloses all limitations of the claim above, except a 
convolutional encoding algorithm. Official Notice is taken that both the concept and the 
advantages of using convolutional encoding algorithm are conventionally well known 
and expected in the art. Therefore it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art at the time of invention to include convolution encoding or coding algorithm in the 
system of Osthoff because use of convolutional algorithm for coding of signals provides 
a robust and reliable signal transmission. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claims 10-15, 16-22 allowed. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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US Patents: 

US Patent 6,850,559 to Driessen et al. 

US Patent 6,671 ,849 to Tripathi et al. 

US Patent 6,594791 to Sipola. 

US Patent 6,346,874 to Maeshima. 

US Patent 6,314,541 to seytter. 

US Patent 6,728,920 to Ebersman. 

US Patent 6,41 8,549 to Ramchandran et al. 

US Pub. 2001/0056560 to Khan et al. 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qutub Ghulamali whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3014. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:00AM - 4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mohammad Ghayour can be reached on (571) 272-3021. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
(571)273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

QG. 

January 7, 2007. 

JAY K. PATEL 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 




